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- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 18 September 2007 . 
2a)E3 This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) M Claim(s) 7-72 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) D Claim(s)- is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1 and 3-12 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) Q Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)£3 The drawing(s) filed on 05 February 2004 is/are: a)S accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 
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a)EI All b)D Some * c)D None of: 
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* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following is a Final Office action in response to communications received 
September 18, 2007. Claim 2 has been canceled. Claims 1, 3-4 have been amended 
and added new claims 5-12. 

Response to Amendments 

2. Applicant's amendments to the claims 1 , 3-4 are sufficient to overcome the 35 
USC 112, second paragraph, rejection set forth in the previous office action. 

3. Applicant's amendments to the Specification are sufficient to overcome the 
objection to the drawing, figures 5 and 8 set forth in the previous office action. 

4. Applicant's amendments to the claims 1 , 3-4 are sufficient to overcome the 35 
USC 102(b), rejection set forth in the previous office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. Claims 1,3-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Collura 5899867 in view of deCharms 20020103429. 

Re claim 1 , Collura teaches a training assistant system comprising a training task 
presentation unit for presenting a training task and a training content (column 5 lines 49- 
58), a trainee's response collection unit for collecting a response (column 3 lines 61-64), 
a brain activity measurement unit for measuring brain activity of the trainee (column 5 
lines 18-30), and an information processor for controlling presentation by training task 
presentation unit (column 3 lines 65-67 and column 4 lines 30-51). 

However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
Trainee having damage in the brain (paragraph 0665 lines 1-18), information processor 
for determining a next training task to be performed such that at least a first result of the 
response obtained from the trainee's response collection unit and a second result of 
measuring the brain activity of the trainee in a training execution process, which is 
obtained from said brain activity measurement unit, are used to decide the next training 
task to be performed (paragraph 0029 lines 1-13), brain activity measurement unit 
measures the brain activity at each of a plurality of regions in the brain and includes a 
selection unit for selecting, among said plurality of regions, a region of interest which 
has the damage in the brain and is used to evaluate a result of training and to determine 
the next training task to be performed (paragraphs 0062 and 0065). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
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perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 001 1 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 3, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 

However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
information processor controls said training task presentation unit such that a task for 
searching the region of interest (paragraphs 0327 and 0328). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 001 1 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 4, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 

However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
information processor sets evaluation criteria for the first result of training the trainee 
and evaluates said first result of training the trainee based on the evaluation criteria 
(paragraphs 0058 and 0059). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 001 1 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 5, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 
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However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
evaluation criteria include a response time and a correct answer rate (paragraph 0654 
lines 1-16). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 001 1 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 6, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 
However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
information processor sets evaluation criteria for the second result of training the trainee 
and evaluates said second result of training the trainee based on the evaluation criteria 
(paragraph 0384 lines 1-19). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 001 1 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 7, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 
However, Collura fails to teach the following, limitations as taught by deCharms: 
evaluation criteria includes a change percentage in a peak value of the brain activity 
(paragraph 0483 lines 1-22). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 001 1 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 8, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 
However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
information processor sets evaluation criteria for the first and second results of training 
the trainee and evaluates said first and second results of training the trainee based on 
the evaluation criteria (paragraph 0059 lines 4-29). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 001 1 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 9, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 
However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
evaluation criteria include a response time, a correct answer rate and a change 
percentage in a peak value of the brain activity (paragraphs 0345-0347). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 



Application/Control Number: 10/771,450 Page 7 

Art Unit: 4138 

perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 001 1 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 10, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 
However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
selection unit compares a first timing of the response obtained from the trainee and a 
plurality of second timings of the brain activity in the regions in the brain, and selects the 
region of interest by judging synchronism between the first timing and the second 
timings (paragraphs 0351 and 0352). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 001 1 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 1 1 , Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 
However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
synchronism between the first timing and the second timings is judged by using a 
correlation coefficient or a calculation method (paragraphs 0471 and 0485). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 001 1 lines 1-5). 
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Re claim 12, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 
However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
training task is presented via at least images or sounds (paragraph 0096 lines 1-11). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 001 1 lines 1-5). . 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1,3-12 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

However, as a courtesy to the applicant, the examiner notes that the applicant 
argues that Collura 5899867 fails to show certain features of applicant's invention. It is 
noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., brain activity measurement unit 
101 which measures the brain activity at each of a plurality of regions in the brain, and 
includes a selection unit for selecting, among plurality of regions, a region of interest 
which has the damage in the brain and used to evaluate a result of training and to 
determine the next training task, trainee having a damage/injury in the brain, or 
selecting "a region of interest which has the damage in the brain", a first result of the 
patient response to the first training task and a second result of measuring the brain 
activity during a training execution process to decide the next training task, evaluation 
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criteria, including a response time, a correct answer rate and a change percentage in a 
peak value of the brain activity, for evaluating the first and second results, comparing a 
first timing of the response obtained from the trainee and a plurality of second timings of 
the brain activity in the regions of the brain thereby selecting the region of interest by 
judging synchronism between the first timing and the second timings" or "judging the 
synchronism between the first timing and the second timings by using a correlation 
coefficient or a calculation method) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are 
not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993). 

Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alvin L. Carlos whose telephone number is 571- 
2703077. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30am-5:00pm EST Mon-Fri. 
(alternate Friday off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ehud Gartenberg can be reached on 571-2724828. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 57/1-272-1000. 





10/10/2007 



EHUD GARTENBERG 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 




